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contested, while others have been resolved 
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This paper looks at territorial disputes, specifically the cases of Kashmir and the Western Sahara. 

The question that will be imposed is why have some territories been disputed without resolution 

for years, while others are resolved fairly quickly through war with the winner determining the 

border. In other words, what type of factors hinder the resolution of territorial conflicts. The 

possible explanations that will be addressed in the research will be the reluctance of the 

international community to impose a solution, reasons relating to geographic in the territory, 

issues relating to state sovereignty and domestic policy, significant current events, and 

opposition to settle the dispute coming from rebel groups. My research found that these 

explanations are conclusive completely to the case of Kashmir. Only reluctance of the 

international world to impose some sort of solution and state sovereignty are found to be 

conclusive for Western Sahara. 
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I. Introduction 

 This paper will look at territorial disputes: why have some territories been disputed 

without resolution for decades, while others have been resolved fairly quickly. In other words, 

what types of factors hinder the resolution of territorial conflicts. Most are resolved relatively 

fast with war, winner determining the border. More specifically, research will be looking at the 

cases of Kashmir and the Western Sahara territories. 

 A territorial dispute can be defined as a disagreement over possession and/or control of 

land between two or more formally recognized sovereign states and/or un-recognized/partially 

recognized states. It can also include a disagreement over possession and/or control of land by 

one state after that country has won it from a prior war, to a former state no longer recognized 

now by the controlling state. This paper looks at the first.  

 Territorial disputes are often related to possession of natural resources such as rivers, 

fertile farmland, mineral, or oil resources. These disputes can be driven by cultural or religious 

aspects, or even ethnic nationalism. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) is responsible for 

deciding what territory belongs to what state. These disputes occur when a country claims 

another country’s area, and/or a border is disputed.  

 In general, factors related to territorial dispute include not only cultural reasons but also 

historical. Looking at the history between some countries could lead to discovering why the 

dispute is occurring. Culturally, a specific ethnic group could occupy a region for a long duration 

and base its claims off of that. It not does have to include sovereign states—certain groups, non-

formal states and others can also be a part of territorial disputes. For this paper, other factors will 

be focused upon. 



3 
 

 Possible explanations for the inability to resolve the territorial disputes that I will be 

looking at are- reluctance of the international community to impose some sort of solution, 

geographical reasons, issues concerning state sovereignty and domestic policies, significant 

current events occurring in these regions, and opposition to dispute the territories; coming 

(especially) from rebel groups and political groups within the territories. A territory that is still 

under dispute will be the prime focus of my research. 

 Explanations that are common to both cases include- the hesitancy of the international 

world to impose a solution of some sort, geographical reasons, issues related to state 

sovereignty/domestic policy, and opposition to the conflict coming from rebel/terrorist groups or 

political factions. 

 The territory of Jammu and Kashmir is under dispute by Pakistan, India, and China. India 

claims Jammu and Kashmir as a part of India (Pakistan contests this); India administrating 43% 

of the region (including most of Jammu, Kashmir valley, Ladakh, and Siachen Glacier). Pakistan 

administers 37% of the area, including Azad Kashmir, Gilgit, and Baltistan (Latter two in 

Northern Areas). China is in control of 20% of the land, which is Aksai Chin and Shaksam 

Valley. 

 India claims that Kashmir is a part of India, while Pakistan says it is a disputed territory 

that must be agreed upon and finalized by the Kashmiri people. Meanwhile, China says that 

Aksai Chin is a part of China, and is not included in Kashmir. India and Pakistan have fought 

three wars over this dispute.  

 Pakistan and China reached an agreement over an area, and, one of these regions was 

included in a Sino-Indian war. China, like Pakistan, disregards India’s declaration that Kashmir 

is a part of India. China now is more aligned with Pakistan in that regard, although, in the past 
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China was opposite: supporting India’s declaration of control. China’s only argument is that 

India does not control its territory that it is held to. China would like to keep its part of the 

territory, and is apathetic to the rest since it has settled agreements with Pakistan and India 

concerning the territory. With all this in mind, this territory is still under dispute. 

 My other case, Western Sahara is disputed between Morocco and the Sahrawi Arab 

Democratic Republic (SADR). SADR is the government that is under control of the Western 

Sahara, proclaimed by the Polisario Front. Polisario is a Sahrawi rebel national liberation 

movement that is working for the independence of Western Sahara from the Moroccan state. The 

Polisario Front is officially recognized by the United Nations as the representative for the people 

of Western Sahara since 1979. 

 Western Sahara first began as a colony of Spain, then given joint control of the area to 

Mauritania and Morocco. The latter claimed the territory. A war emerged between Morocco and 

Polisario Front--who wanted independence for Western Sahara. Mauritania withdrew its control 

and now Morocco is in much control of the region. 

 The UN attempted to conclude this dispute, and achieved a ceasefire agreement. The 

Polisario Front wants recognition for SADR, and is backed by Algeria. Many countries support 

Polisario, but Morocco also has support for complete administration. SADR is a partially 

recognized state according to the UN, while Morocco is a sovereign state—making this dispute 

between a formally recognized and un-recognized state. It is included in the UN’s list of non-

self-governing territories as a non-decolonized one. The UN declares neither the SADR nor 

Morocco as having sovereignty. Unfortunately, this territory, like Kashmir, is still under dispute.  

 

II. Literature Review 
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 Territorial disputes have been occurring since there have even been established borders 

between countries. For the past few decades, political science (and others) scholars have been 

researching looking at this. The research for this topic comes from scholars around the world, 

though, most is found in the United States of America. Other explanations told by scholars, 

which will be discussed in this paper, include, international law as a factor, and another is 

politics. This topic is important because, it helps to distinguish differences between some 

territory disputes, and helps to reason why disputed territories still exist. 

 One factor that explains why there is disparity between territories, with some that were 

resolved quickly, and some which continue to be unsolved is that international law is hindering 

these territories from becoming un-disputed. Paul Huth et al argue that international law is not 

reasonable in explaining state behavior. Leaders have different preferences, and might not be 

able to come to an agreement. From a security aspect, leaders won’t want to sign any agreement 

that could negatively affect their own country. Huth also mentions that some scholars question 

whether international law is beneficial for some, because powerful states created them with their 

own benefits in mind (Huth 2011). 

 A second factor in explaining why some territories are still disputed is politics affecting 

the matter. In Suvir Kaul’s article, published in spring 2011, he discusses how politics especially, 

can disrupt a territory, hindering it from becoming resolved as a sovereign state or annexing into 

another state. Within the realm of politics in this issue, there are political groups seeking self-

determination. Because they sometimes resort to violence, states are un-willing to negotiate with 

them and meet their demands. (Kaul 2011) This leads to continual stalemate between the 

political group and state, therefore still a dispute. 
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 Political history within countries of a territorial dispute is also influential in continuing a 

dispute, especially if the territory was under control of a third country, outside force. Within 

politics, when a certain ethnicity is in minority and ruling over another ethnicity that is the 

majority that can cause problems within the people. Conflict within the people can be from 

religious aspects also. Further, Kaul discusses how states have their own political agenda—

refusing to allow self-determination of a territory, in some cases (Kaul 2011). 

 George Joffe, in 2010 also discusses politics negatively affecting territories from being 

disputed. He wrote an article, published in 2010, saying that a sovereign state will continue its 

claim for a territory, and a political group might call for referendum of self-determination. Joffe 

discusses how two sovereign states can be in competition regionally and this can intertwine with 

a territory dispute (Joffe 2010). 

 A third reason territories are still disputed discussed by scholars is the hesitancy of the 

international community to do anything. Articles by P.R. Chari and Hasan Askari Rizvi, 

(published in 2008) and Anna Theofilopoulou (published in 2006) discuss this. Chari discusses 

how members of the UN and major world powers can help maintain a positive environment for a 

peace process, but ultimately the responsibility of concluding a territory dispute is up to the 

specific states involved (Chari 2008). 

 Theofilopoulou argues that the U.N. Security Council expresses interest in resolving 

certain issues, but cannot follow through and at times does nothing.  The Security Council and the 

Secretariat should be in agreement and unified. They should be in positions to not send 

conflicting messages to mediators or the engaged parties (Theofilopoulou 2006). Basically, it is 

argued that the UN’s reluctance to take sides in the conflict is leaving this dispute still intact. 
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 Literature was found relating to territorial disputes, but very few were specific to the 

research question that is presented, limiting the discussion that can be done explaining reasons 

for the question, why some territories are still disputed and why some are resolved fairly quickly 

through war. 

 

III. Research design(methodology) 

 In this paper, a comparative case methodology will be used to answer the research 

question. Specifically, a most different design of comparative case methodology will be used. 

My cases, Kashmir and Western Sahara, are both very different in how they became territorial 

disputes, but ultimately, they both lead to unresolved territorial disputes. 

 These cases differ in that the geographical region is vastly different, the people and 

culture differ (Kashmir includes mostly Hindus and Muslims, while Western Sahara has 

Muslims in majority; the ethnicities also differ), and state sovereignty differs (3 sovereign states 

control Kashmiri region, while a sovereign state and a partially-recognized state for Western 

Sahara). 

 Using this comparative case methodology with most different design, the main focus of 

this paper will explore is a territory that is still under dispute. Possible explanations include 

reluctance of the international world to reach a solution, geographical reasons, issues of 

sovereignty in states and domestic policy, significant current events occurring, and opposition to 

dispute the territory coming from political groups. Each of these will be examined through 

research done by scholars.  

 As this is a comparative case, the factors will be examined systematically and looked at 

case by case through the academic articles done by scholars. This is a qualitative method that 
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will not require many graphs or mathematical formulas. Both of the cases will have their 

information from articles that scholars have specifically done on those cases and provided their 

own research. This will be used to evaluate the possible explanations given.. 

 The two cases discussed in this paper are Kashmir and Western Sahara. The first case, 

Kashmir, is justified for this research because it is a territory still not disputed—the focus of my 

paper. Before the territory became disputed, it began as a princely state under British India. The 

Sikhs had a long history of rule in this state, even before the British came. As the British 

conquered the Punjabi region in the Anglo-Sikh War, they allowed a Maharaja, Dogra Hindu, to 

stay in control of Jammu and Kashmir (Kaul 2011). 

 The Maharaja ruled over a predominantly Muslim population. The Muslim population 

wanted more representation, so political groups formed and conferences such as the All Jammu 

and Kashmir National Conference were held to address these matters. Muhammad Ali Jinnah of 

Pakistan and the All-India Muslim League argued that Kashmir should be associated with 

Pakistan (Kaul 2011). 

 By 1947, the Kashmiri people made it clear they wanted a representative government (to 

represent Muslims also). Although, Hari Singh, the last ruler of Kashmir, wanted to continue to 

hold his position as ruler after British rule ended. Jawaharlal Nehru's Indian National Congress 

and Sheikh Abdullah's Jammu and Kashmir National Conference, and the Kashmiri Muslim 

Conference all opposed the Maharaja (Kaul 2011). 

 In March 1947, an anti-Maharaja ‘no-tax’ campaign started in Pooch. Muslims in Poonch 

and Mirpur were demobilized. Even though they had been supporting the citizens, the Maharaja 

denied them to the army. Also, the Maharaja called for disarmament of the Muslims. Because of 



9 
 

Maharaja’s actions, the Poonchies involved Pakistani men for arms. Meanwhile, there were riots 

going on in Rawalpindi and Hindu/Sikhs were forced to refugee to the Jammu area (Kaul 2011). 

 Once British rule was gone from Pakistan and India, the question of Kashmir’s 

independence came into play. Britain left an agreement, from the Indian Independence Act of 

1947 that Kashmir wouldn’t join Pakistan or India once both states were formed. This is argued 

to have prevented a swift move for Kashmir’s independence, and led to the eventual dispute 

today. Kaul quotes a historian, Alastair Lamb that accurately support this: "one sense the 

Kashmir problem can be seen as a consequence of the British failure to find a satisfactory 

method for the integration of the Princely States into the independent India and Pakistan that 

succeeded the British Raj" (Kaul 2011). 

 Hari Singh, the last ruler of Kashmir was in a predicament: the Muslim majority 

population wanted Kashmir to go to Pakistan. The Kashmiri Muslims started revolting and 

caused chaos. Singh looked for help and ended up going to India. India only offered help if 

Kashmir annexed to India. Singh agreed to this. India partitioned Kashmir and has since October 

1947, argued that Kashmir is annexed to India, and that Pakistan should leave (Kaul 2011 & 

Chari 2008). 

 Further, India argues that the UN resolutions of 1948 and 1949 on Kashmir established 

that Kashmir has no interest in joining Pakistan. Pakistan rejects India’s notions, saying that the 

UN resolutions are redundant. Pakistan holds a strict interpretation of the UN resolution—that 

the people of Kashmir should themselves decide to join either India or Pakistan (Chari 2008). 

 For the case of Western Sahara, it began when Morocco annexed this former Spanish 

colony. Spain had just gotten rid of its dictator, Generalissimo Franco. Morocco claimed it was 

restoring territory that been in possession until disruption by Spanish colonialism. Although, The 
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United Nations and the Organisation of African Unity (African Union) gave support for the self-

determination of Western Sahara (Joffe 2010). 

 Morocco’s actions were immediately opposed by the Sahrawi nationals in the Polisario 

Front—backed by Algeria. There was an advisory decision on this issue in October of 1975. 

Prior, considerations from Morocco, Algeria, and Mauritania were taken into consideration. It 

was concluded that although Western Saharan tribes were somewhat aligned with the sultanate in 

pre-colonial times, these didn’t amount to the claims of sovereign territory that Morocco had 

made (Joffe 2010). 

 Morocco argued that it was enough evidence for a legitimate claim, while the Polisario 

Front insisted that a process of self-determination should be given to the people of Sahrawi. 

Since the dispute, both parties have not changed their positions. Although, Mauritania, which 

was originally in the dispute also, abandoned its claim in 1979 leaving now Morocco and the 

Polisario Front. In September 1991, the United Nations imposed a ceasefire, which was 

monitored by the Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara (MINURSO) (Joffe 2010). 

 These views have not changed since. The MINURSO is ongoing and is delayed over 

dispute of who should be the participants. Algeria has stopped the Polisario Front from re-

starting military action. Morocco is still set on its sovereign claim and the Polisario Front, now 

backed by Algeria, still wants a referendum for self-determination (Joffe 2010). 

 

IV. Case presentation, analysis, and discussion of findings 

 One of the possible explanations is significant current events occurring that negatively 

affect the dispute from resolving. For Kashmir, one big humanitarian crisis that happened was 

the Kashmiri earthquake of 2005. It was a tragedy that would many hoped would bring India and 
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Pakistan together, but instead we saw the opposite: “hopes for peace were quickly dashed as 

talks between India and Pakistan over the disputed land continued to stumble after the quake…” 

(Brancati 2007). 

 Brancati argues that earthquakes are more likely to cause more intrastate conflict instead 

of simmering it. She says this is highly prevalent in countries that already have ensuing conflict 

such as Kashmir: “Earthquakes also have larger effects in countries already experiencing conflict 

since rebels can capitalize on earthquakes to attract popular support, recruit soldiers, and finance 

campaigns” (Brancati 2007). 

 Brancati is accurate in using the Kashmiri case because after the earthquake, rebels in 

Kashmir attacked and killed a Kashmiri Minister. Rebels also bombed a car that had Kashmiri 

troops. In essence, the earthquake in Kashmir hindered negotiations between India and Pakistan, 

instead of the opposite that was to be expected after such a horrendous attack (Brancati 2007). 

 Another significant event that worsened relations between India and Pakistan was the 

2008 Mumbai attacks. India blamed in part, Pakistan because militants were based there that 

were responsible for the attacks. India then suspended negotiations until February 2010 ("Q&a: 

Kashmir dispute," 2010).  Both the Mumbai attacks and the Kashmiri earthquake were 

significant events that negatively affected the negotiations between India and Pakistan, and 

hence prolonged the Kashmir dispute. 

 Opposition to the dispute coming from rebel groups has caused the Kashmir territory to 

continue to be disputed. Prominent rebels seen in Kashmir include Hizbul Mujahideen, the 

Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF), and the All-Party Hurriyat (Freedom) Conference 

(APHC) ("Q&a: Kashmir dispute," 2010).  
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 Some of these groups are violent. Suvir Kaul’s article gives a personal anecdote and 

description of the violence occurring in Kashmir. The rebel groups are associated with many of 

the protests, killings, and acts of terrorism seen in the territory. Even if they were not behind 

them they at least rallied and publicized it. Some examples include the Kashmir Unrests of 2008 

and 2010 and protests in 2009. The APHC planned the protests in 2008. The Unrest in 2010 was 

also started by leaders of the APHC (Kaul 2011). 

 Another factor in explaining why Kashmir is still disputed addresses the issue of a state’s 

sovereignty and domestic policies. Since India is a growing power in the international world, it is 

very much against giving up land because it could make its own sovereignty not look as good. 

Kaul discusses this, “India grows increasingly powerful economically and militarily, and its 

aspirations for regional superpower status (with the hope of a seat on the United Nations Security 

Council) means that its strategic planners will deny any possibility of self-determination for 

Kashmiris” (Kaul 2011). India is looking to the future and aiming high at a position in the UN, 

this is mostly why it is so against giving up Kashmir.  

 Pakistan also feels like it needs to prove its worth in comparison to India. Kaul says: 

“needs more than ever to demonstrate its commitment to a muscular nationalism the equal of 

India's…” (Kaul 2011). Pakistan also feels a sort of obligation to pursue Kashmir because it is a 

Muslim majority territory, and Pakistan itself is a Muslim country. If it gives up Kashmir, then 

those Muslims will become a minority in India and under Hindu rule. Pakistan much prefers that 

Kashmir along with the population become a part of the Pakistani state (Kaul 2011). 

 According to Chari, both India and Pakistan would not benefit for their sovereignty if 

they lost Kashmir: “…seeing dangers to their personal and institutional interests should the 

dispute be resolved…elements within both countries’ civil and military bureaucracies, especially 
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within their intelligence agencies, know that their centrality in the decision-making process 

would diminish if Kashmir dropped off the national security agenda” (Chari 2008). 

 Both Pakistan and India are key sovereign states in the international community. They 

also hold nuclear weapons, which relates to the sovereignty aspect also. Both countries don’t 

want to get into more military battles because of this—things could end up getting out of hand at 

worse. Both India and Pakistan have deterred from attacking because of that fear (Chari 2008). 

 When looking at domestic policies, or rather decisions these two countries have made in 

the past. According to the UN Security Council Resolution 47, which was implemented to help 

Pakistan and India restore tranquility in the Kashmiri region and order a plebiscite for Kashmir; 

it was recommended that Pakistan should withdraw its troops/nationals, and that India leave only 

minimum amount of troops. Pakistan chose to ignore this and continued combat and held control 

of its portion of Kashmir. As a result of that India refused to enact the plebiscite and so the 

conflict never ended ("United nations security," 1948). Pakistan’s domestic policy of refusing to 

cooperate with the UN ultimately allowed the Kashmir conflict to occur and the territory to 

remain disputed. 

  India’s domestic policies have also been un-helpful to resolving the issue. Many times, 

India has been accused of human rights abuses and aggressive troops and militarization in 

Kashmir. The 2010 Kashmir Unrest that was started by the Hurriyat Conference began because 

India was abusing human rights apparently. They called for the demilitarization also, wanting to 

take out all the Indian troops (Kaul 2011). 

 Earlier, in the 2008 Unrest, India was trying to stop a protest but ended up killing and 

injuring many. The Office of High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) ended making a 

call of restrain against India. India’s choice of aggression in Kashmir shows how violence and 
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protests continues to have an impact on Kashmir. It is in a sense preventing a resolve to be 

reissued or negotiations to re-start because the violence is creating tension between Kashmiri and 

Indian people (Kaul 2011). 

 Another factor in explaining why territories continue to be disputed is the reluctance of 

the international community to impose a solution. In the aforementioned UN Security Council 

Resolution 47, it ordered a plebiscite to address the Kashmir issue, but in 1990, the United States 

changes its position. It no longer wants a plebiscite for Kashmir, but rather, it wants to let India 

and Pakistan negotiate on their own terms (Pear, 1990). 

 The last explanation being looked at is geographical reasons. Chari explains how 

softening the borders in Kashmir will likely help resolve the dispute because India has argued 

that the borders can’t be changed and Pakistan refuses to accept the Line of Control (LOC) as 

international border. Softening the borders will satisfy India’s demands, and Pakistan would 

favor making the LOC irrelevant (Chari 2008). These borders have caused issues among India 

and Pakistan relations, and have been the cause of more violence in the region, which hinders 

possible negotiations for addressing the dispute. 

 With Western Sahara, the international world is now reluctant to impose a solution, 

though, in the past the U.N. sent a referendum to help stop this matter, and cause a ceasefire. The 

U.N. failed in ending the dispute, and is now hesitant to be involved—not wanting to take one 

side or the other U.S. Secretary of State James Baker attempted to resolve the issue when he 

became involved but failed (Theofilopoulou 2006). 

 The UN addressed its mistakes from its attempts, “The UN should have listened to the 

parties’ global statements and most important, paid attention to their actions. It should not have 
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allowed oral, confidential concessions given to the negotiator to overcome a temporary obstacle 

guide strategy” (Theofilopoulou 2006). 

 The Security Council and Secretariat both take fault for partly not allowing the territory 

to be settled. They say that they should not have sent conflicting messages to either Morocco or 

the Polisario. During the process the UN, in its own self-interest took sides instead of being 

completely neutral. The Secretariat and Council weren’t unified nor consistent in their position, 

and the parties took advantage of this. Also, the UN should have looked at the larger picture of 

resolving the dispute instead of addressing simple, short-term problems (Theofilopoulou 2006). 

 So, in part the UN is blamed for not properly addressing the issue, and therefore letting 

the dispute continue, “Over the past fifteen years both the Security Council and the Secretariat 

have oscillated between implementation of the settlement plan with its two stark choices or 

finding a political solution asking for compromises from both sides. This has not only hindered 

the efforts of the mediator, it also sent conflicting signals to the parties as to what the UN was 

trying to achieve” (Theofilopoulou 2006). 

 Issues with state sovereignty are a factor in why this dispute is still not resolved. Algeria 

backs the Polisario Front, contesting Morocco’s territorial sovereignty claims over the region. A 

huge reason why the issue lingers is because Morocco is so unwilling to give up the territory 

because it argues that the territory belongs to it since there are apparently tribes relating to the 

Moroccan people (Theofilopoulou 2006). 

  Algeria complained to the UN during the referendum, “(a) the document prepared the 

ground for eventual integration of the territory with Morocco; (b) it went against the principle of 

self-determination; and (c) Baker had not followed his mandate, which required him to work on 
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implementing the settlement plan as well as a political solution” (Theofilopoulou 2006). This 

shows Algeria’s concern of Morocco’s gain in the process. 

 During the UN’s involvement Morocco was continually hesitant to compromise because, 

“The Moroccan response was characterized by a sense of entitlement and reluctance to 

compromise its belief that it had sovereignty rights over Western Sahara (referring to the 

“country’s southern provinces”)” (Theofilopoulou 2006). 

 The Polisario Front said that they should have its own sovereignty as a state, “The 

Polisario, on the other hand, constantly invoked the principle of self-determination, which in the 

statements of its officials had become synonymous with independence” (Theofilopoulou 2006). 

  

V. Conclusions 

 There are some factors on why some territories are resolved fairly quickly, and others 

continue to be unresolved. They include reluctance of the international community to reach a 

conclusion, geographical reasons, problems relating to state sovereignty and domestic policy of 

the states, significant current events occurring, and opposition to end the dispute coming from 

rebel groups. 

 In the Kashmir case, the international community feels that the issue should be left to 

Pakistan and India to figure out themselves. Geographical reasons such as the border has been 

detrimental to resolving the dispute because of ongoing conflict and violence within Kashmir. 

India and Pakistan both want to maintain their sovereignty in the region and for the international 

world so they are un-willing to just give up Kashmir or settle it easily and that’s why the state 

sovereignty is a factor hindering resolution. 
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 The domestic policy of Pakistan allowed the territory to stay disputed when it refused to 

withdraw troops early in the case when the UN had a resolution caused India to deter a plebiscite 

that could have ended the solution. India also is in fault for its policies, because it has military 

troops in Kashmir that on some occasions have been noted for human rights abuses and 

aggression when protests occur. 

 Significant events such as the Kashmiri earthquake of 2005, Mumbai attacks of 2008, 

Kashmir Unrests of 2008 and 2010 and the protests in 2009 all hindered the process of settling 

the issue at hand. They either worsened relations between India and Pakistan or continued the 

ongoing violence in Kashmir.  

 Opposition to the dispute coming from rebel groups, a last possible explanation, shows 

that rebel or political groups in Kashmir are causing the protests and are behind much of the 

violence. These are factors also that prevent the territory from ending. All of the possible 

explanations that were given are found to be conclusive for Kashmir from the research 

performed. 

 In Western Sahara, the now reluctance of the U.N. is one cause for the territorial dispute 

still not being settled. After the UN failed to reach compromise between Morocco and the 

Polisario Front, they wrote statements admitting their mistake what they could’ve done better. 

Although now, the UN is avoiding the issue: renewing a referendum that addresses the issue 

every 6 months.  

 Issues relating to state sovereignty are major concern why the territory is still disputed. 

Morocco claims sovereignty over the Western Sahara, while the Polisario Front claims self-

determination. These two explanations are found to support my question; though with the latter 

domestic policies of the states are not a factor.  
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 My other explanations that were given were not found to be conclusive, either because 

research was not found to support it or it was the opposite that proved to be true. Geographical 

reasons from within the Western Sahara territory are nonexistent. There were no significant 

events that highlighted the issue worsening. Also, the Polisario Front, the rebel group within the 

Western Sahara did not oppose the dispute, but rather supported peacemaking and settling the 

dispute, even though for their own reasons of independence. Also, the Polisario was armed and 

involved in conflict against Morocco, but later disarmed. 

 It is interesting to note that even though these two cases are vastly different, in both the 

international community is now reluctant to impose a solution. For Kashmir, the region is so 

important—both countries are important in the international world. While for the Western 

Sahara, it quite the opposite: the area is so un-important that much significance is not given to it 

anymore. 

 Issues that arose in this paper are that a lot of research in this specific research question 

that is discussed in this paper is not found thoroughly. It is difficult to find scholars that discuss 

why some territorial disputes are still ongoing, and some are resolved quickly. Information on 

territorial disputes are vast, most scholars address issues unrelated to the topic of this paper. 

 Implications for these findings are that the U.N. should be more upfront and engaged in 

the process. As it is an international power, the states might be willing to cooperate more if there 

are consequences for not complying. In both cases, the UN was involved early on, but ended up 

taking a backseat and not being aggressive in resolving the issue. Instead of ending up leaving 

the situation to the countries itself, the UN could have been relentless in sense until it was 

solved. Encouraging negotiations between the countries involved and setting conflict with rebel 

or political groups would also be very beneficial.  
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